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ABSTRACT

HUMAN INTELLIGENCE: Long-Range Surveillance for Force XXI, by MAJ Lewis C.
Cochran, USA, 52 pages.

This monograph examines the utility of long-range surveillance human intelligence
as part of a larger intelligence gathering system. The paper proposes that even with the
acquisition of high-technology intelligence gathering systems, such as Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles (UAV) and the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), Long-
Range Surveillance Units (LRSU) are still an essential part of the system. LRSU do have
significant problems associated with their employment currently. The most significant
problems are communications equipment, doctrine and organization. These elements limit
LRSU effectiveness now and in the future within the framework of FORCE XXI
operations.

This monograph contains seven sections: introduction, history of LRSU, the
Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA), LRSU doctrine, FORCE XXI operations, LRSU
for FORCE XXI, and conclusion. The history section sheds light on the origins of the
LRSU mission through World War II, Korea, Vietnam and the 9th Infantry Division test
unit of the early 1980's. The section on the RMA examines the problems with LRSU
equipment, specifically communications, and how the RMA may affect it. It also examines
the future viability of the UAV and JSTARS as examples of advanced technology made
possible by the RMA. The fourth section, LRSU doctrine, reveals its origins and the
revision of the doctrine in 1992. It establishes the base line for future challenges for LRSU
within FORCE XXI. The FORCE XXI section explains the characteristics of those
operations and how LRSU are and are not prepared to support them. The LRSU for
FORCE XXI section details how present companies and detachments can be combined into
battalion level organizations to solve the problems associated with supporting future
operations. The conclusion provides a synthesis of the problems facing LRSU and the
solutions to enable them to effectively support FORCE XXI operations.

The monograph concludes that LRSU, and forerunner units of this type, have
suffered because of a traditional dislike of elite units, rapid demobilization, and the failure
to capture doctrinal lessons learned. The current RMA can provide solutions to the
problems associated with LRSU communications. Additionally, the paper concludes that
the U.S. Army intelligence gathering system still needs LRSU, despite the promise of
UAVs and JSTARS. Finally, the study concludes that LRSU doctrine is flawed in its
present form and to fix it requires the reorganization of existing companies and detachments
into battalion level structures. If these proposals are implemented, LRSU will continue to
be a vital part of the intelligence gathering system.
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Introduction

Richard Simpkin in 1986 wrote in Race to the Swift: Thoughts on Twenty-First
Century Warfare, "With modern artillery and air support, a pair of eyes backed up by an
unjammable radio and perhaps a thermal imager becomes the equivalent of at least a
(company) combat team, perhaps a battle group."! In future context this might also include
the operator of an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV), the radar operator of the Joint
Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), or even the foreign language
interpreter/operator for a communications intercept system. These alternatives to the man
with binoculars and a radio make him seem antiquated, and by inference, obsolete in an
army based on the latest technology.

Man possesses what technology can never give the commander; the ultimate in
intelligence, inherent flexibility, reaction in accordance with intent, and ingenuity. The man
with the binoculars and radio at the tactical level is the scout, at the tactical and operational
levels the Long-Range Surveillance Units (LRSU) team member, and at the strategic level
the Special Forces soldier. The effectiveness of these soldiers in providing Human
Intelligence (HUMINT) on the battlefield has been proven time and again. To justify the
continuing need for the services of these soldiers is not a pedantic exercise, but an
absolutely necessary one in the environment the U.S. Army now faces. The Army faces an
environment characterized by extreme uncertainty - no readily identifiable enemy and a
steadily decreasing budget.

It is the purpose of this paper to establish that LRSU are still a valuable intelligence
gathering system. LRSU are part of a system critical to support of the Force XXI vision,
and one which can capitalize on the current Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA)
technologies. Additionally, this paper will provide the framework for a new organizational
structure and doctrinal concepts. The proposed new organizational structure and doctrine
will alleviate many of the current problems with LRSU and make it a valuable contributor

to FORCE XXI operations. Inherent to the argument is that LRSU are a vital part of a




complex intelligence gathering system that can produce a coherent battlefield picture to the
commander. This paper will examine the historical background of the LRSU mission and
organization; the effect the RMA will have on the intelligence system, specifically LRSU;
and the problems with the current doctrine and organization. Finally, it will propose
doctrine and an organization to support Force XXI operations that is radically different
from current concepts. ;

LRSU have many attractive features that make them a valuable component of the
intelligence gathering system. LRSU provide highly reliable HUMINT at a much lower
cost, both in terms of personnel and dollars, than advanced technology-based intelligence
gathering systems. Additionally, in some battlefield environments, HUMINT, and LRSU
in particular, may be the most consistently effective intelligence gathering system available
to the commander. Other benefits are: little sanitation of gathered intelligence prior to
dissemination, the ability to work effectively in joint and combined environments, and the
ability to make effective use of the National Guard component of the Army.

LRSU entered the U.S. Army force structure in 1985. Shortcomings in their
doctrine and organizations have plagued them ever since. Doctrinal discussions have
focused on such issues as parent unit organization and who will pay for modernization
instead of operational issues. LRSU specific doctrine has changed very little while other
doctrinal concepts and technology have continued to advance. LRSU organization and
equipment are virtually unchanged since 1985.

The legacy of modern LRSU lie in the Vietnam War Long-Range Reconnaissance
Patrol (LRRP) units. LRRPs often provided the commander his only reliable battlefield
intelligence, yet they were inactivated following the end of the Vietnam War primarily due
to force reduction, the failure of the Army to capture doctrinal lessons, and the traditional
dislike of elite units. These reasons will be explained in the second section on background
history. LRRPs were reactivated in the form of LRSU during the force expansion in the

mid 1980s. Each division and corps received a unit in recognition of the need for a reliable



HUMINT capability. Like LRRPs, LRSU, and similar Special Operations HUMINT

* collection systems, have proven their capability to provide reliable intelligence in exercises
and in combat. Their usefulness is now once again in question however, as high-
technology intelligence gathering systems become more capable.

Technological innovations such as UAVs and JSTARS seem destined to dominate
future intelligence gathering operations. These systems provide a combat-proven capability
for intelligence collection at both the tactical and operational levels. Yet their shortcomings
are also significant: high cost (and resultant low numbers), heavy support requirements,
limited flexibility and survivability. These systems proved their capabilities during
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm in an environment that was conducive to their
employment and maximized their contribution. Their effectiveness in other regions of the
world is questionable. UAVs and JSTARS provide an enhanced capability to support the
intelligence needs of the commander. However, they must combine with other intelligence
gathering systems to form a coherent battlefield intelligence system. LRSU provide an
additional critical and complementary asset but have shortcomings in their current state.

Current problems include an inflexible operational doctrine and an organization that
prevents separate LRSU from operating together effectively. The revised FM 7-73, Long-
Range Surveillance Unit Operations, fixes some of the problems of inflexible doctrine.
The new manual, however, still does not fix the underlying issues. Organizational and
doctrinal shortfalls are perpetuated by a lack of guidance and concern by the proponent.
The Infantry Center is the doctrinal proponent for LRSU. As the proponent representative,
only the company commander of the Long Range Surveillance Leaders Course at the
Infantry School works issues full time. Most of his time, however, is devoted to running
the course. LRSU doctrine and organization therefore go largely unattended by the
proponent.

Each unit has its own Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for Command, Control,

Communications and Computers (C4). Differences in SOPs inhibit coordination and




flexible employment between LRSU of different parent organizations. Each unit also has
its own C4 architecture, contributing to the inability of the units to coordinate their efforts.
Redesigning the current organization, combined with development of an appropriate
doctrine, would promote the flexible employment that is critical to LRSU effectiveness to

support Force XXI operations and make effective use of the RMA.

Rangers Lead the Way
LRSU history is linked to both the Ranger battalions and long-range patrol units of

World War II, the Ranger companies of Korea, and the long-range patrols of Vietnam.
These organizations proved their effectiveness as combat and intelligence units and were
the forerunners of what has come to be known as Special Operations Forces (SOF).

LRSU are not Special Operations Forces, but the history of these units identify historical
trends that still affect LRSU today. Units of this type have a history of activation in
wartime to fill a vital function, followed by inactivation at the end of hostilities. Reasons
for inactivation have been very consistent in each case: a dislike for elite units, rapid
demobilization, and a failure of the Army to capture the doctrinal lessons learned. The
meaning of an "elite" unit has changed very little from World War I to the present. During
World War II there were very few elite units. Elite status was generally conferred on units
that were small and designated to perform other-than-standard missions. In today's Army
many units perform other-than-standard missions because of technology-driven
specialization. With the activation of TRADOC in 1973, and the Ranger battalions in 1974
(and subsequently the Special Operations Command), the last two problems, distrust for
elite units and maintaining doctrinal lessons, have been largely eliminated for those units.
However, LRSU do not enjoy the advantages of being a special operations unit, nor should
they be considered as such. Since LRSU are not SOF they still have these traditional
problems associated with elite units. Still, LRSU serve a vital intelligence gathering

function for the conventional commander and need to remain part of the conventional force.



Examining the history of these SOF units, however, gives insight into the problems LRSU
has faced in the past, currently faces, and will face in the future, unless corrective action is
taken.

The origin of the LRS mission is found in the history of the 6th Ranger Battalion
and the Alamo Scouts in the World War II Pacific Theater. Initially the 6th Ranger
Battalion performed missions of "employment on amphibious raids and diversionary
attacks of limited duration."? During the invasion of the Philippines, the 6th Ranger
Battalion performed its most famous mission, conducting the highly successful raid on the
prisoner of war camp at Cabanatuan.

The operation was immediately singled out for special comment in the Sixth

Army weekly G2 report, which described it as "an almost perfect example

of prior reconnaissance and planning . . . ." It was further held up as

demonstrating "what patrols can accomplish in enemy territory by following

the basic principles of scouting and patroling (sic), 'sneaking and peeping,' [the]

use of concealment, reconnaissance of routes from photographs and maps
prior to the actual operation, . . . and the coordination of all arms in the

accomplishment of a mission."3
Despite the success of the raid, the battalion primarily performed long-range reconnaissance
missions for the remainder of the war. These operations were also highly successful.
Despite the hazardous nature of these missions only two rangers were killed and three
wounded in the months following the Cabanatuan raid.4 It was the 6th Ranger Battalion
performing long-range reconnaissance missions that, "with time, would become as central
to the Ranger concept as the mission of raids."> The Alamo Scouts were also partly
responsible for the success of the raid, as they provided critical intelligence to the 6th
Ranger Battalion immediately prior to the attack.6

The Alamo Scouts were formed in part to conduct long-range reconnaissance
missions. Unlike the 6th Ranger Battalion, their mission was to "collect vital information,
rescue prisoners, and perform a variety of covert operations."”

By late 1943, [Lt. Gen. Walter] Krueger was concerned about the lack of

reliable ground intelligence available to his command. As his Sixth Army

drove toward the Philippines, it would need advance data on beaches
designated for amphibious landings. Furthermore, to operate effectively,




his troops needed reliable information on Japanese troop movements and
dispositions. Such intelligence was hard to obtain in the dense jungles of the
Southwest Pacific. Aerial photographs could not penetrate the dense jungle
canopy, and standard infantry formations lacked the skills for long-range

patrols to collect the needed data. The situation clearly called for a special unit.®
The Alamo Scouts trained to infiltrate by several means, including sea landing airplanes,
parachute drops, and boats. The teams conducted long duration missions and generally
consisted of one officer and several enlisted men. The teams conducted 60 missions in two
years of combat, including the vital surveillance of the prisoner of war camp at Cabanatuan.
The Alamo Scouts were highly effective in their operations and not a single scout was
killed during the war.® By contrast, in the European Theater, Ranger units were not nearly
as successful.

The European Theater Ranger Battalions generally performed standard infantry
missions and suffered because of it. While this added to the lore of the ranger units, it had
an equally devastating effect on combat effectiveness as typified by the destruction of the
1st and 3d Ranger Battalions at Cisterna. In the months prior to the Anzio landings and the
attack on Cisterna, the 1st, 3d and 4th Ranger Battalions had experienced severe personnel
attrition in combat resulting in decreased combat effectiveness.

The conventional fighting to which the Rangers had too often been committed

had resulted in severe attrition among their best trained and most experienced

men. As their places were taken by replacements who, however brave and

highly motivated, had enjoyed nothing equal to the time and training that
had been lavished on early Rangers, the Ranger's original quality became

diluted and their unit cohesion weakened.10

Interestingly, there were other little known provisional ranger-type units formed
within divisions that performed long-range reconnaissance patrol missions. "In fact, an
observer from the War Department, on tour of ten divisions in Europe in the summer of
1945, found that eight had formed permanent or temporary ‘ranger’ units to meet the need
for specially trained men for combat patrolling and other Ranger-type missions."!1 The
necessities of combat often provide the impetus for doctrinal and force structure changes.

World War II division commanders, always short of infantrymen, would not have formed



provisional ranger and patrolling units unless there was a proven combat need. Division
commanders desperately needed to gain reliable intelligence. They did so by sending
lightly armed patrols into enemy territory. They perceived the need as critical.
Unfortunately, the U.S. Army experience with recognized ranger units and the need for
long-range reconnaissance patrols would soon be forgotten.

The three principle reasons why the U.S. Army deactivated ranger units and the
Alamo Scouts following the end of World War II are discernible: dislike for "elite" units, '
rapid demobilization, and the failure to capture doctrinal lessons. The Army leadership
believed any unit with even limited special training could perform special missions, thus
elite units were not needed. In 1951 Major General Reuben E. Jenkins was the U.S. Army
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3. He typified the Army leadership's dislike of elite units. A
historian who chronicled the development of rangers in the Army explained MG Jenkins
attitude:

To begin with, he believed that the Army, in creating Ranger units, had made

a major mistake in setting mental and/or physical standards which were higher

than those for an (sic) standard infantry duty, thereby draining away the best

soldiers from standard units. To develop morale and esprit in Ranger formations,

Jenkins stated, the Army had produced prima donnas. It had also overemphasized

the hazards of Ranger duty and, on that basis, had given them extra pay. Actually,

he contended, a Ranger's duties were no more difficult or dangerous than those

of the average infantryman. As a result, stated Jenkins, "We so oversold ourselves
on the special Commando type units that we expected small Ranger units of

~ supermen could accomplish the impossible."12
Of all reasons anti-elitism was and is the most indefensible in a professional force.

Not concentrating the best soldiers in a few units can in part be explained by having to rely
on conscription. It "was common among the higher levels of the Army; many believed that
the Army could not afford to concentrate its best soldiers in a few units."!3 The Army was
also concerned about the quality of the average infantry soldier. One study determined that
the infantry was the "dumping ground" for soldiers.!4 S.L.A. Marshall's Men Against
Fire confirmed their fears and added to the desire not to concentrate the best soldiers in

only a few units. The Army leadership consistently demonstrated this mindset in the



correspondence of senior European Theater commanders before the 1st Ranger Battalion
activated. A historian that examined World War II Ranger Battalions concluded:
Some critics have maintained that the Rangers are superfluous because there
is nothing the Rangers do that cannot be done by good conventional infantry.
This contention contradicts the lessons of war. Conventional units suffer
casualties and are subject to the same consequences of attrition as the Rangers.
They, too, suffer the loss of trained men and cohesion that are necessary for

success. If troops such as the Rangers are not held in reserve for special
missions, there is no assurance that, when such missions are necessary,

there will be any unit capable of accomplishing them.15
This argument also applies to the present day LRSU. If they do not exist and train in
peacetime they will not be available on short notice during times of conflict. Long-range
surveillance operations require specialized training, and detailed planning and preparation,
but time to conduct training, planning and preparation is not always available. "Under such
circumstances, only exceptionally well-trained and cohesive units such as the Rangers are
likely to succeed."16 LRSU also require unique long-term training.

During the Korean War, the Army formed ranger companies to conduct typical
ranger missions of raids, ambushes, and reconnaissance behind enemy lines. An
organization to train these units was established at the Infantry School: The Ranger
Training Command. Unfortunately, like the Ranger Battalions of World War 11, the units
mostly fought as conventional infantry or assault troops. Because of their small size and
limited firepower the ranger companies soon fell victim to rapid attrition and were
disbanded. Once again (except for the reason of rapid demobilization) the Ranger
companies were disbanded because of the failure to recognize the doctrinal need for this
type unit and the dislike of elite units.

The only ranger survivor from the period was the organization that trained and
formed the ranger companies (renamed in September 1951): the Ranger Training
Department. It fulfilled the desires of the conventional-minded leadership to teach
patrolling skills to individual soldiers, thus enriching the training of the entire Army, not

just a few elite units.!7 The formation of the Ranger Training Department is significant



since it would become the proponent headquarters for LRSU in 1986, teaching long-range
patrolling skills that are essential to the mission. While the army leaders were still making
the same mistakes with regard to elite units (using them as conventional infantry), they did
recognize the need for special individual skills training.

Along with the need for special individual skills, the Army began to recognize the
need for specially-trained reconnaissance units. The mission concept and organization for |
the LRRPs arose in the late 1950s in V and VII Corps in Europe. Both corps experimented
with this type unit, culminating in a 1961 Seventh Army directive on their organization and
training, and followed with provisional activation of a LRRP company in 1964. In 1965,
Seventh Army formed authorized LRRP companies acknowledging "in the case of long-
range reconnaissance, many field commanders were willing to concede that the Army
would have to rely on special units."!8

The combat proving ground for the present day LRS mission was in the Vietnam
War. The Army intended to defeat the enemy forces in Vietnam with large unit
conventional operations, but faced a new kind of warfare that it was generally ill prepared
to combat. Special Forces brought indigenous forces into the battle with some success.
With the deployment of the 1st Cavalry Division in 1965, Vietnam increasingly became a
war conducted by conventional units. It was believed that with superior mobility and
firepower conventional units could destroy the enemy and isolate the country of Vietnam
from the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong. Russell Weigley summarized the Army's
attitude:

The military, both the Joint Chiefs and General Westmoreland in Vietnam,

insisted that the enclave strategy give way to a "search-and-destroy" strategy,

aimed at denying the enemy freedom of movement not just in selected areas

but throughout South Vietnam, at carrying the war to the enemy, and at winning

victory by the means sanctioned by the most deeply rooted historical American
conceptions of strategy, the destruction of the enemy's armed forces and of his

ability to wage war.19




The U.S. Army pursued the strategy of annihilation until 1972 when the last combat forces
where withdrawn.

In order to translate the destruction of the enemy force into tactical success the
Army had to develop methods to find a well hidden enemy in very thick and difficult terrain
very similar to that found in the Southwest Pacific during World War I1.20 Intelligence that
could locate small enemy concentrations would enable the tactical forces to use their
military might effectively. The Army was forced into "a prolonged combat reconnaissance
campaign in Southeast Asia as a result of battlefield circumstances."2! This resulted in the
proliferation of a variety of high and low-tech intelligence gathering systems. Airdropped
or man-emplaced acoustic sensors monitored the Ho Chi Minh Trail with limited success.
"People sniffers" detected traces of uric acid. Sophisticated radio intercept equipment
attempted to collect intelligence on an enemy that possessed very few radios. The raid on
Son Tay even saw the first use of a primitive UAV, but it only produced pictures of the
sky.22 The operation, though executed flawlessly, produced no liberated prisoners. The
LRRP and other HUMINT systems were the exception to almost every other intelligence
gathering system - they produced results.

Divisions arriving in Vietnam soon discovered they needed LRRPs to locate the
enemy if they were to bring the enemy to battle. In December 1965 the 1st Division
Command Report noted "a Long Range Reconnaissance Patrol Organization is required to
locate enemy troops and logistics concentrations for exploitation."23 This discovery soon
led to brigade and higher organizations creating provisional LRRP units with personnel and
equipment provided from within the unit. Previous arguments against forming elite
organizations rested on having to take the best men from conventional units to man them,
but since no LRRP units existed, conventional units had to do just what they had argued
against. The Army quickly remedied this situation and by 1968 every separate brigade,
division, and field force in Vietnam had an authorized LRRP unit. The nature of the

conflict and the Army's lack of attention to doctrinal lessons learned from previous

10



conflicts, resulted in the creation of LRRPs. Dr. Shelby L. Stanton, a Vietnam era military
historian, summarized one of the major lessons of the war:
The unforeseen nature of territorial control and area warfare operations within
Vietnam, for which the Army was doctrinally ill-prepared, demanded sustained
ground patrols that ventured forward of conventional battlefront reconnaissance
sectors, but stayed on operations-level and tactical assignments. The Army long-

range patrol and ranger endeavor during the Vietnam conflict was thus largely
unexpected and characterized foremost by the field-expedient and decentralized

nature of most regular formation recon units.24
In short, the Army was forced to innovate so they could locate and destroy the enemy.

Innovation for any organization is difficult under the best of circumstances. For
rigid, hierarchical organizations innovation is more difficult, and for an army in wartime it
is especially difficult. Innovation is not impossible under such circumstances; history is
replete with successful accounts of wartime innovation, and the LRRP concept maybe a fair
example. In a recent book on military organization innovation, Stephen Rosen concludes
that during times of conflict innovation has been less successful than in peacetime
principally because of the factor of time. In war there is little time to experiment and
produce feedback on the system. Rosen states that, "continuity of command can lock in
place doctrine adopted early despite subsequent experience, blocking innovation after an
initial period of experimentation."25 Using LRRPs as an example of innovation, military
historian David Hogan summarized, "LRRPs achieved much in Vietnam, but not as much
as a more established force, with adequate doctrine, through training, and superiors
educated in its proper use, might have accomplished."2¢ Unfortunately changes quickly
emplaced in times of conflict are often the first to decompose at its end; such was the case
with the Rangers of World War II and Korea, the Alamo Scouts and the Vietnam era
LRRPs.

The lack of standardized training hurt the ability of the average LRRP unit to
successfully conduct missions. The only standard training received was attendance at the
two week Military Assistance Command Vietnam (MACV) Recondo School run by the

Special Forces (SF). The number of new LRRP soldiers needing to attend the school
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quickly exceeded the capacity. In the period of one year (Nov 66 - Nov 67) the Army in
Vietnam saw an increase of 88% in LRRP personnel strength from 1362 to 2534.27 Any
other training received was at the discretion of the unit and generally consisted of about two
weeks of training on patrolling and unit SOPs before commitment to combat.

The lack of doctrine hurt the LRRP concept even more. The lack of doctrine
allowed commanders to redefine and expand the LRRP missions as they saw fit, similar to
what happened to Ranger units in World War II and Korea. Commanders appreciated their
effectiveness in finding the enemy and quickly included ambushes and prisoner snatches.
LRRPs received almost universal praise for their conduct of operations in Vietnam.

General Peers, the 4th Division Commander stated, "in 1967, before we had any form of
surveillance unit such as the people sniffer and the air cav with the scout unit, every major
battle that the 4th Infantry Division got itself into was initiated by the action of a Long-
Range Patrol; every single one of them."28 Commanders came to rely on LRRPs and
placed increasing demands on them. To conduct the ever increasing number and variety of
missions commanders expanded the size of LRRP teams and increased their firepower.
Like the Ranger Force (1st, 3d, and 4th Battalions) of World War II, the LRRPs became
more like conventional infantry units, and suffered accordingly. Following the withdrawal
of Army forces from Vietnam, LRRP units were quickly disbanded for the same reasons as
the ranger units of World War II and Korea. A new reason now appeared also; in 1974
LRRP spaces paid the bill for activation of the 1st and 2nd Ranger Battalions. The problem
of being a bill payer continues to haunt LRSU. However, in the activation of the Ranger
Battalions the Army finally admitted the need for specialized units.

The only exception to the inactivation of LRRP units was in the National Guard.
The only National Guard unit to deploy and operate in Vietnam was Company D
(Rangers), 151st Infantry from Indiana. From February toJ uly 1969 the unit conducted

573 patrols. During this time the unit reported 134 enemy observations, 94 combat actions
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and killed 76 enemy soldiers.2® The combat record of the unit was laudable and the unit is
still active, now designated as a LRSU.

Modern LRSU began with the designation of the 9th Infantry Division as the high
technology test unit in the early 1980's. During this time the "9th ID Scouts" were formed.
They were designed to perform reconnaissance and surveillance missions deep in enemy
territory (50 - 150 km). They had the capability to perform insertion and extraction by a
variety of means to include airborne, Military Free Fall (MFF), helicopter, boat, stay- |
behind, vehicle, and foot. They were capable of performing these missions for 3-5 days.
They did not have the mission nor the capability to perform direct action missions such as
ambushes, raids, or the directed capture of prisoners.30 The unit was successful in re-
establishing the reliability of this type of HUMINT asset. As a result of the success of the
9th ID Scouts, a force structure change authorized a LRSD in every division and a LRSC in
each Corps. By 1988 there were eighteen LRSDs and three LRSCs in the active
component. In the National Guard there were an additional seven LRSDs and four

LRSCs.

The Revolution in Military Affairs

The current Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) must consider a host of
anticipated rapid technological advancements and the integration of these into the
operational concepts and organizations in the Army.3! The Annual Report to the President
and to the Congress, February 1995 states,

Historically, an RMA occurs when the incorporation of new technologies into

military systems combines with innovative operational concepts and

organizational adaptations to fundamentally alter the character and conduct of

military operations. Information technologies are already dramatically
improving the ability to gather, process, and disseminate information in near-real

time.32
The overriding concept to the RMA is integration - essentially new technologies have to be

useful to organizations. Additionally, in a practical sense - technologies also have to be
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affordable. LRSU have not had a significant equipment upgrade since their inception in
1985. LRSU have continued to receive equipment upgrades as they were distributed to the
force as a whole, such as clothing and armaments. Possibly the most critical piece of
LRSU equipment has seen only minor changes: communications. Two reasons account for
this disparagy; LRSU have received little attention from the proponent, but more
significantly the technology that is revolutionizing long-range communicaﬁ,ons has only
recéntly become available.

This section will explore the potential of the RMA for LRSU communications and
its possible implications for other intelligence gathering systems. LRSU are plagued by the
inability to communicate on request with higher headquarters, inability to achieve reliable
long-range communications, and a lack of standardized equipment between units. The
RMA can fix all the problems with LRSU communications now, eliminating a significant
obstacle to its effectiveness.

The two most readily identifiable examples of the present RMA in intelligence
gathering systems are JSTARS and UAVs. Despite their promise, these systems may be
less useful in the future than anticipated. Defense analysts disagree on the direction in
which the RMA should proceed. Many cite the principle lesson of Desert Storm as not
challenging the U.S. "in a contest with mass theater-wide, multidimension forces."33 They
generally agree that future conflicts will be much different than Desert Storm; they will
most likely be low-intensity. Information will be key, and the development of an
appropriate doctrine is essential. There are still more considerations when evaluating the
need for UAVs and JSTARS.

Cost of these systems must remain a major consideration in pursuing them in the
RMA. JSTARS is a proven system, but high cost dictates that there will be very few of
them. UAVs however are still in their infancy. Dr. Jeffery Cooper, a speaker at the 1994
War College conference on the RMA, questions tight budgetary dollars spent on such

systems. He stated, "the very length of time it may take for a new peer competitor to
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emerge suggests that the utility of an RMA exploited today with a very narrow focus may
no longer be evident at the time a challenge does emerge.">4 He goes on to argue that the
U.S. military should concentrate in the short term on the integration of RMA technologies
to upgrade organizational capabilities that up till now have been deficient.35> LRSU
capabilities are a good example of a low-cost system that needs upgrading.

While the RMA could dramatically effect LRSU, there has not been an attempt to do
so. Examining the missions of LRSU, equipment can be identified which could result
from the RMA. Surveillance, reconnaissance, target acquisition, and battle damage
assessment could all profit from the RMA. LRSU can perform all these missions. The
primary limiting factor is specialized equipment. Technology is advancing at such a rapid
rate that equipment only contemplated 10 years ago is now available or will be available in
the near future. It is the responsibility of the LRSU proponent to examine the needs and
articulate them to the Army leadership so development and procurement can proceed. The
most striking feature of the current RMA is that the technologies available and projected are
being designed and produced mostly by civilian companies for commercial use. This could
translate into significant cost and time savings to the military. LRSU equipment needs fall
into two general categories: LRS specific (but often identical to SOF), and joint forces
common. Joint forces common are items that are not specific to LRSU such as weapons,
designation devices, night vision equipment, and clothing to name only a few. LRSU have
and will continue to be able to obtain these types of equipment as the regular forces does.
Communications equipment, however, is a major problem.

LRS specific equipment is principally in the area of communications. The
frequency spectrum is a known quantity, one that technology cannot expand in the near
future. LRSU need long-range communications, and as such, there are only four areas of
the frequency spectrum that are suitable for the ranges needed: high frequency (HF) and
three areas that use satellites as the transmission path: ultrahigh frequency (UHF),

superhigh frequency (SHF), and extremely high frequency (EHF). These last three
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frequencies are only usable for LRSU when transmitted by satellites. Here after they are
referred to as "satellite".

Satellite communications is the best alternative since it is highly reliable, easy to
encrypt and hard to detect.36 The limited availability of satellite channels and coevolution
rule out its use by LRSU as the primary means of communications. Satellite channels are
limited in number. Until there are enough satellites and the band widths are increased to
provide a near limitless number of channels, LRSU will frequently find themselves unable
to gain access. Satellite channels are in such demand that even the highest priority units
sometimes can not gain access when needed. LRSU will likely never be high enough on
that priority list.37

An additional consideration is the future vulnerability of the satellites themselves.
As high-technology armies become increasingly dependent on satellite communications, it
can be reasonably assumed that a potential enemy will develop systems to render them
inoperable. Everything in nature operates on this principle of coevolution. Dr. M. Mitchell
Waldrop in the book Complexity describes it as "a kind of Darwinian principle of
relativity: everyone is constantly adapting to everyone else."38 If a potential enemy thinks
he can paralyze the U.S. forces command and control system by destroying, controlling or
otherwise rendering the satellite system inoperable he will do so. The U.S. Air Force
demonstrated in 1984 the capability to launch an anti-satellite missile from a suborbital
aircraft. The Pentagon determined publicly the Soviet Union had the capability to destroy a
satellite with a "Killer satellite" in 1977.3% Considering these limitations, it is premature to
expend funds on fully equipping LRSU with satellite communications gear.

LRSU and SOF have traditionally used HF as the principle means of long-range
communications. LRSU primary means of communications is the AN/PRC-104 radio,
known as the Improved High Frequency Radio (IHFR). The IHFR uses technology
developed and manufactured in the 1970's. This radio is reliable and lightweight, but has

severe limitations. It requires a large number of batteries for sustained operations and even
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with the use of directional antennas is highly susceptible to interception, jamming and
direction finding. Additionally, it can receive and transmit on only one channel at a time.
When used in the field it requires a detailed communications schedule to conserve battery
power. LRS teams can only listen for short periods of time, usually four times a day for
updated instructions from the higher headquarters. This proved a significant hindrance to
operations during Desert Storm and, in the case of the 1st Armor Division LRSD, |
prévented the doctrinally correct use of the unit.40 When General Franks visited the unit
prior to commencement of the ground attack, he asked about communications. It was
explained that the LRS teams would listen for instructions at six hour intervals otherwise
they would be incommunicado. General Franks said this was unacceptable and forbade the
deployment of the unit in the manner for which they were trained. Instead the unit obtained
HMMWVs and were utilized as additional cavalry scouts.

The limitations of the radio also require the unit to forecast the best frequency to use
given the time of day, solar effects, soil conditions and several other factors. To
accomplish this feat the unit depends on HF wave propagation charts which are notoriously
unreliable 41 With the AN/PRC-104, LRS teams are able to communicate successfully, on
average, less than half the time.42

To complete the communications cycle each LRSD has two base radio stations
(BRS) and each LRSC has four BRS. Each BRS has two AN/TSC-128. Each AN/TSC-
128 has three AN/GRC-213 (a vehicle mounted version of the IHFR) for receiving
messages from deployed LRS teams, and one AN/GRC-193 (the once projected
replacement for the AN/GRC-106, the old RATT RIG) for sending messages to deployed
LRS teams. There are significant problems with this communications system. First the
system did not get a supply line item number designation as a system until 1993. This
meant that the "system" was never available through supply channels as a complete system.
Units were forced to order over 200 separate components, and then had to assemble the

components, often times without instructions. When the Army discontinued the use of HF
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radio systems and replaced them with the Mobile Subscriber Equipment, units that had
been using the RATT RIG as its BRS were forced to improvise again. It is probable that
no two LRSU have the same BRS configuration, resulting in every detachment and
company having a different C4 architecture and making synchronized operations between
them virtually impossible.43

Solutions to the LRS communications problems are at hand. Mr. Jim
Vandergeson, Technical Support Group (Detachment A) of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, explained in very simple terms the current and projected state of HF technology,
"The physics of communications are defined, processors are the key."44 Anyone who
invests in a personal computer is quickly disappointed with the rapid availability of faster
and more capable processors. In the case of HF radios this phenomena has been even
more dramatic, only becoming evident in the last four years.

In 1992 the concept of Automatic Link Establishment (ALE) became widely known
and used in HF radios. ALE allows a pair of HF radios, within seconds, to transmit and
receive multiple bursts of radio waves on separate frequencies. The radios then determine
the best frequency to use and establish communications transparent to the operator. This
technology has led to the concept of Low Probability of Intercept (LPL) and Low
Probability of Detection (LPD). The radios establish the best frequency for
communications with ALE regardless of the strength (power) of the signal. Thus the
radios communicate with very low power signals, combined with directional antennas and
modems (commonly called burst devices), making HF radios with these technologies
virtually impossible to intercept or detect. Vandergeson estimates that even advanced
intercept/direction finding equipment would have to be within 300 meters of the radio to
even begin to detect the transmission.

There are additional benefits from the use of this technology. Since the radio
processor uses very low power, the operator needs fewer batteries, resulting in less weight

and longer mission duration. The processors are becoming more compact even as their
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capabilities increase. These advances are resulting in significant size and weight reduction
while incorporating a broader frequency spectrum in one radio. It is now possible to have
one small, lightweight radio that can communicate across the entire frequency spectrum.
Technology will soon allow LRS teams to communicate with small lightweight
radios that are very difficult for the enemy to detect and are very reliable. Still, this
capability does still not solve the problem of being able to communicate with a deployed
LRS team when ever desired. Recently there have been TV commercials advertising
"world wide paging." The ability to page or call on a telephone is enabled through the use
of satellites and cellular systems. While this type of system would be unusable by LRSU,
it is the kind of system LRSU need for command and control of deployed teams.
Fortunately, there is a system that will give a similar response: Global Positioning System
(GPS). Each GPS satellite has an internal clock that sends a time check with the
positioning signal. A GPS clock receiver can be imbedded in any radio. The radio would
be programmed to "awaken" and listen for transmissions based on the GPS clock time, for
example, every ten minutes. Because the clock time emanates from the GPS, radios
programmed to awaken at the same time could communicate on a regular schedule. If a
commander wanted to send a message to a deployed LRS team he would only have to wait
until the next ten minute window.45> When a message is received, the radio signals the
operator in one of a variety of means. Since LRS teams operate clandestinely, the radio
could send a vibration to a receiver carried by the operator notifying the operator that he has
a message, or, in the near future, the message could simply be automatically illuminated in
the soldier's heads-up display. The radio would not require additional battery power since
it would only awaken for a short time and then only in the receive mode, which requires
significantly less battery power than a transmission. While these new capabilities offer
promise, there are still additional problems associated with HF radios and LRSU use of

them.
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The AN/TSC-128 system has eight radios, two vehicles, two SKW diesel
generators and six personnel in one base station. The system requires separate radios to
receive and transmit messages because of the limitations of the radios. With ALE
technology all eight of these radios can be replaced with one. One generator and vehicle
can be eliminated. The team would only need three operators (because of the need to
maintain 24 hour communications, eight hour shifts). LRSU have twice the number of
total base stations actually needed to maintain communications. It was believed HF
skywave communications had a "skip zone" where communications were impossible
because the angle of incidence to the ionosphere would not allow the radio waves to return
to the earth's surface. The skip zone required the additional base stations to deploy into the
rear area so communications with deployed teams would be more likely. The problem with
this relay was that messages had to be physically transferred from one burst device to
another, causing time delays and message errors.#6

This is now known not to be entirely true. Each AN/PRC-104 radio came equipped
with an antenna designated as Near Vertical Incidence Skywave (NVIS). This antenna can
project HF radio waves in such a manner as to eliminate the skip zone. The problem with
the antenna was that it was too heavy and bulky to be carried by a LRS team. The NVIS
was also an omnidirectional antenna and was very easily located by the enemy. In the last
five years, instructors at the LRSLC have proven the skip zone can be eliminated with the
use of standard hand constructed antennas. ALE also helps eliminate the skip zone since
the radio can test all the programmed frequencies and find one that achieves
communications regardless of distance and atmospheric conditions. Whole base stations
can now be eliminated resulting in reduced costs, manpower savings, faster transmission
times, and reduction in man-made message errors. The benefits of new radio systems are
even greater.

HF radios have always been attractive because of a long range capability, but as

previously stated, communications were difficult to achieve. The AN/PRC-104 radio has a
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planning range for transmissions up to 2500 miles, but well trained operators could only
achieve communications about 50% of the time. There are two new HF radio systems
which hold great promise, the AN/PRC-137 and AN/PRC-138. The AN/PRC-137 has a
planning range of 4000 miles, and has demonstrated the ability to communicate to 8000
miles. In a recent test conducted in Germany with the AN/PRC-137, (arguably the most
difficult area on earth to achieve HF communications) E Company (LRSC), 51st Infantry
was able to achieve communications a remarkable 97% of the time.47

One final advantage of these new radios needs mention: cost. Almost all the new
HF radios are being produced by civilian companies primarily for civilian use (a principle
characteristic of the RMA). The AN/PRC-138 radio costs $20,000 and the AN/GRC-132
(the associated base station radio) costs $100,000. To outfit a LRSD with a full
complement of these radios would cost $340,000. However, associated with the purchase
of these new radios is a reduction in personnel and equipment that is approximately equal in
cost savings after one year.#8 The RMA can provide for LRSU the potential to completely
change the manner of doctrinal employment and increase responsiveness to the
commander. However, the same holds true with the RMA for other intelligence gathering
systems.

The RMA is improving technology to other intelligence gathering systems that also
provide the commander with dramatically increased detail and responsiveness. The most
striking examples of this new technology are the UAV and JSTARS. UAVs will soon be
able to stay aloft for days at a time providing radar, conventional TV and infrared pictures
of unprecedented resolution. JSTARS can now provide a long range picture of any
moving vehicle on the battlefield. Considering the capabilities of these systems, are LRSU
still worth the trouble and the risk? Once the high technology systems are examined, and
the advantages and disadvantages revealed, the answer is still a resounding yes.

It would seem a traditional aspect of the American military is to look for a

technological answer to existing problems. Writing for The Rand Corporation in 1987,
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LTC Charles Cranford, USAF, summarized the American military fascination with

technological solutions.

Technological approaches are what Americans seem to try first, e.g., collecting
more information using more or bigger sensors, rather than looking for existing
information that is not being used. This is probably because technological
approaches have the virtue of appearing progressive and non-political, as if
adopting them would allow people to build upon assumptions already accepted

rather than re-examing beliefs.4? _
The UAV and JSTARS may be good examples of this philosophy.

UAYV technology began in its infancy for the U.S. military with the raid on Son Tay
in 1970. The raiding party needed last minute intelligence of the compound to properly
execute the mission. The Air Force dispatched seven "Buffalo Hunter" automatically
piloted vehicles between September and October to photograph the camp. Two were shot
down and four had mechanical failure. The last one was sent two days before the mission
took place. Once over the area the Buffalo Hunter turned at the last second and got only
pictures of the horizon.30

In 1982 the Israeli Air Force deployed UAVs to the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon to
provide surveillance of Syrian airfields. The resulting mission was a great success and
largely attributable to UAVs. The Israeli's lost only one manned aircraft to 87 for the
Syrians and destroyed 18 SAM sites all with the help of UAVs.>! Since then the U.S
Military has only fielded one operational UAV system - Pioneer. The Pioneer offers the
tactical commander the ability to see the enemy in real time out to about 125 miles.52 Other
systems being tested are a medium range version of the Pioneer, a more sophisticated UAV
called "Predator”, and an ultra secret model called "DarkStar". Some industry experts
predict that UAVs of the future will be able to fly 3000 miles and stay aloft for more than a
day.53 UAV:s of the future may have the capability to conduct a wide variety of missions
including: reconnaissance, surveillance, target acquisition, and be able to test for
meteorological conditions and nuclear, biological and chemical agents. These capabilities

are possible with technological advances projected in the future, but at what cost? It is
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predicted that in the next decade there will be $2.6 billion in UAV business.>* DOD has
designated two UAV systems on the Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations list.5>
Development of UAVs are a high priority.

Despite the high priority of UAVs, there are numerous problems associated with

them. Already identified is the cost. The only operational UAV, Pioneer, costs $1 million

acopy. The Army has one UAV operational unit (as of September 94), that only has a total
of ﬁve UAVs. The more advanced systems call for the incorporation of stealth technology,
very sophisticated electronic and optical systems, and the ability to fly at very high altitude
for long periods of time. These systems will be expensive and the total number of systems
will be low. Currently, military pilots will not fly in the same airspace as UAV's because of
the fear of mid-air collisions. UAVSs are very expensive to operate and maintain, and
require robust support systems. In fact, all repair parts are still special ordered from other
services; no Army supply channels exist. UAVs have severe flight limitations. The
Pioneer can not fly if winds aloft are greater than 65 knots and needs an improved runway
for landing and take-off.56 Operational tests at the National Training Center identified the
best method for employment is for a ground sensor to locate targets and then the UAV to
orbit and identify it. Recently two Predator UAVs were lost over Bosnia at a cost of $10
million each. One is believed to have been shot down. The other malfunctioned and had to
be crashed into a mountain to prevent its capture by ground forces.>7 While the
effectiveness of the Predator over Bosnia is still classified, it is publicly known the
operating altitude had to be lowered for better picture resolution, which might be a
contributing factor to the loss of the two systems. UAVs in the future may offer
tremendous capabilities for the intelligence system, but for the near future they are an
expensive, low density alternative to LRSU.

JSTARS has a different capability than UAVs. First tested in 1984, the system was
hastily deployed to Saudi Arabia for use in Desert Storm. The system proved quite capable

in open desert terrain in locating, identifying and accurately targeting moving and stationary
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vehicles. Like UAVs however, JSTARS is very expensive. As a result, the Air Force
only plans to buy eight systems. Like any airborne system it is vulnerable to enemy attack,
electronic jamming, and has weather limitations. More importantly the effectiveness of the
system is limited by line-of-sight and vegetation. The system's effectiveness will degrade
significantly in forested areas like Europe and may be useless in dense jungle terrain.
UAVs may even replace JSTARS, making it obsolete, as there are plans to equip UAVs
with the same radar systems as JSTARS.58 Like UAVs, JSTARS is no substitute for the
capabilities of LRSU.

The RMA is providing technology that has great implications for future military
doctrine and organization. The integration of these technologies with doctrine and the
assimilation into organizations are keys to their effectiveness. LRSU can make use of the
RMA at very low cost. UAVs have the potential to greatly increase the intelligence-
gathering capabilities for the commander, but are currently very costly and still in the early
stages of development. It may take another five to ten years for UAVs to mature
sufficiently to be of real value. JSTARS is a proven, capable system but is most effective
in flat desert terrain. Its value in other parts of the world is a possible deficiency. LRSU,
on the other hand, need only an effective communications system and a new doctrine/
organization to maximize its effectiveness. The solution to the communications problem is

at hand. A revised and improved doctrine and a new organization likewise are available.

Eyes Above the World>?

LRS doctrine is less than 10 years old. The first doctrinal manual was produced in
1987 by officers that had no experience in LRS operations. Since then many aspects of
LRS doctrine have matured. An experienced body of officers and NCOs have come to
understand LRSU capabilities, limitations and, more importantly, possibilities for this
unique intelligence gathering asset. This section will present the background of LRSU

doctrinal development and the problems identified by the community in implementing the
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original doctrine. Finally, it will propose a new doctrinal framework that when integrated
with a new organizational structure and new communications equipment will allow LRSU
to be a valuable contributor to FORCE XXI. Since LRS doctrine is less than 10 years old
it is easy to trace the problems associated with it.

LRS doctrine was plagued from the very beginning by its too close association with
the still emerging special operations community. In early 1986 the Army Special Warfare
Center (SWC) was charged with creating a training course and writing doctrine for LRSU.
In October of 1986 proponency for LRSU was transferred to the Infantry Center, changing
responsibility from SWC to the Ranger Training Brigade (RTB) for the Long-Range
Surveillance Leaders Course (LRSLC) and the writing of FM 7-93 LRSU Operations. The
first edition of FM 7-93 was issued in October 1987, heavily influenced by the original
authors at SWC. The two finishing authors at the LRSLC were both veterans of the 75th
Ranger Regiment, also part of the Special Operations Command. This influence from the
special operations community caused LRSU significant problems. These authors
envisioned LRSU as an adjunct to the special operations community but, by unfortunate
circumstances, assigned to the conventional force, very much like the LRRPs of Vietnam.
As a result, the first edition of FM 7-93 used SOF terms and procedures and caused a
mental and doctrinal rift with the conventional forces LRSU were designed to support.60

In the previous section on the history of LRSU, the point was made that
conventional commanders often misutilized rangers and LRRPs. This also weighed
heavily on the authors of the manual and instructors at the LRSLC. Their good intentions
did not have the desired results. They produced doctrine that was very specific, perhaps
too specific. Commanders had little room to interpret LRSU employment.

LRS doctrine was dogmatic. It specified exact distances and methods of
employment. For instance, a LRSD team could only be employed up to SOKMs beyond
the Forward Line of Troops (FLOT) and for a maximum of six days. A LRSC team could

go up to 150KMs for eight days. On close examination this made no sense. There was no
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difference in the make-up of the teams in terms of personnel and equipment, so why the
differences in mission distance and duration? What was logical about 50KMs and
150KMs. There were no differences in the insertion means available or team composition,
so why the differing distances? Commanders needed useful guides to employment;
instead, they received uncompromising gospel.

As new LRSU commanders began to gain experience, the inflexible nature of the
1987 manual became unduly onerous. Two possible battlefield circumstances led to this
conclusion; the central European environment and a possible low intensity conflict (LIC)
environment.

In 1989 there were four LRSD and two LRSC assigned to divisions and corps in
Europe. With the initiation of hostilities, the 60 LRS teams, according to doctrine, would
be positioned to support the intelligence needs of the commander based on the Inter-
German border as a start line. The question was asked: how would these LRS teams be
deployed assuming the FLOT had moved, for example, 200 KMs either way. Assume first
the FLOT moved to the west. LRSC teams would now be operating at distances of at least
350 KMs forward of the FLOT, LRSD teams at least 200 KMs. Considering these
extended distances, it would be very difficult simply to extract the teams. Additionally, to
extract the teams and then prepare them for new missions would be very time consuming,
leaving the respective commanders with a much reduced HUMINT capability. If the teams
were left in position to whom would they now report? None of them were in their
respective commander's area of interest. Now consider the opposite case; the FLOT moves
to the east. The LRSD teams would be in friendly territory planning for new missions, and
the LRSC teams would be in the division commander's area of interest, but not reporting
on his Priority Intelligence Requirements (PIR) or reporting what they see to him. Would
the LRSD teams now work for the corps commander since the LRSC teams were in the
division commanders' area of interest? If so, how would LRSD teams receive missions?

How would they report to corps? It seemed to make sense to "leapfrog" the teams so there
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would be continual coverage of the division and corps commander's areas of interests.
Unfortunately, communications equipment and SOPs were different. The simple truth was
that doctrine and probable circumstances were incompatible. It was evident there was no
flexibility in the system, neither doctrinally, nor organizationally.6!

Now consider the second circumstance, LIC. In a LIC environment a light infantry
division is faced with the need to provide security and intelligence gathering in all
directions. However, a light division has only four LRS teams. Considering the
commanders area of interest supposedly extends to 50 KMs, the total area is greater by far
than that of a heavy division on a linear battlefield. The first question that arises is why
does the light infantry division only have four teams? In truth, there is no correlation
between the area of interest needing coverage and the resulting number of LRS teams. The
second question is how does the light division bridge the gap between long distance
HUMINT intelligence needs and resources? A possible answer is to attach the corps LRSC
to the light division or simply increase the number of LRS teams in the division. However,
if the corps LRSC is attached to the division, they still have different communications
equipment and SOPs, and the corps now has no LRSU. How many more LRS teams does
the light division really need for such a scenario? This leads back to the original question;
how many LRS teams are enough for a given situation? There is no easy answer since
each case is different. What is clear is that none of the proposed solutions solve the real
problem. There is no flexibility in LRS doctrine, or organization, and certainly LRSU are
not prepared for the battlefield of the future.62

In 1991 the International Long-Range Reconnaissance Patrol School, in Wiengarten
Germany, conducted a study to examine the future battlefield and the impact it might have
on NATO LRRPs. While the U.S. Army retains the term LRSU, non-U.S. NATO
countries still refer to them as LRRPs. There are no substantial differences in the missions
of the two forces. The study found that the 21st century battlefield would be almost

identical to that described in Force XXI documents, that is, non-linear with widely
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dispersed formations. This battlefield scenario requires units to mass and concentrate fires
for short periods of time, then quickly disperse. The environment places a premium on
intelligence gathering. Only with good intelligence would the friendly force be able to
achieve mass and concentrate fires quickly from multiple directions and at extended ranges.
Thus the study concluded that rather than fewer LRRPs, or LRSU, more would be
needed.63 Unfortunately more LRSU may not be available. To quote an old adage, "we
must do more with less."

With these emerging concepts in mind, the U.S. Army Infantry School was
charged to rewrite FM 7-93 in early 1992. The authors decided that in order for LRSU to
remain a viable intelligence gathering system, flexibility had to be a key feature of the
effort.64 The first step was to remove arbitrary distances and times; the second was to
impress upon LRSU that they must be able to respond quickly.

Previous LRS doctrine specified that teams needed detailed planning guidance and
no less than 24 hours of "isolation" to plan (preferably as much as 72 hours). These
requirements were all unrealistic given the needs of the commander for responsive
intelligence and fluidity of the assumed future battlefield. The authors saw quickly that
isolation was a SOF term, not suited to the LRSU mission. "Deliberate" and "hasty"
planning were better since they were terms the conventional force used and understood.
What was more critical for LRSU to accept was that time is a factor that cannot always be
controlled. Doctrine had to accept limited preparation time. The commander and staff
needed doctrinal guidance regarding minimum essential planning information that would
still allow quick deployment. LRS teams needed to have a reasonable expectation of
mission accomplishment. The authors drew on lessons learned from the Combat Training
Centers, as this situation often occurred with battalion scouts. This resulted in the
identification of critical planning items: mission statement, commander's intent for
intelligence, PIRs/IR and associated specific intelligence requirements, enemy situation in

the target area, method of insertion, fire support plan, a communications plan, and an
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exfiltration plan.55 These mission essential planning items gave commanders specific
guidance on what the LRS teams needed and still allowed the teams to deploy quickly.
Unfortunately, the authors could not solve all of the recognized problems.

The problem concerning flexibility of team employment on a complex battlefield
still is unsolved. In the initial draft of the new manual, the authors wrote a section on the
procedure for cross attachment of teams between companies and detachments. This
reqﬁired the units, at a minimum, to coordinate and standardize communications SOPs.
Deployed teams could then be attached to other LRSU when movement of the battlefield
dictated. Although the concept was sound, the authors had to delete the section because it
was unrealistic given the fragmented nature of the units and the primitive capabilities of the
communications architecture.

At this point, the authors realized that only so much could be achieved by changes
in doctrine without basic LRSU organizational changes, combined with improvements in
communications equipment, to break the paradigm for employment. The doctrinal link
with SOF had been broken, simultaneously reinforcing the ties with the conventional force.
However, the basic problems associated with LRSU employment on a European high-
intensity, LIC, or Force XXI battlefield were still unresolved. The solution was to change
the doctrine and the organization to allow for flexible employment of any number of teams

in all situations. Force XXI operations concepts can provide the answer.

Force XXI
The vision for the future U.S. Army is contained in TRADOC Pam 525-5 Force

XXI Operations. Force XXI operations demand that the Army of the future be a strategic

one "defined by five characteristics: doctrinal flexibility, strategic mobility, tailorability and
modularity, joint, multinational, and interagency connectivity, and the versatility to function
in War and OOTW (Operations Other Than War)."66 This section will provide a review of

FORCE XXI characteristics, and suggest how they are likely to influence LRSU.
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Doctrinal flexibility is needed in FORCE XXI units principally because the
spectrum of future conflict will vary greatly and be multifaceted. The potential for surprise
is great. Enemy forces could have equal or greater technological capabilities, or they might
simply be based on pure manpower. Even a low-grade insurgency is a distinct possibility.
LRS doctrine is more flexible now with the rewrite of FM 7-93, but LRSU must be able to
reorganize as circumstances dictate to be truly flexible. With a new organizational
structure, LRSU might be able to achieve this flexibility. Another aspect of doctrinal
flexibility is one of LRSU greatest strengths; superior personnel.

Doctrine must be flexible enough to allow quality leaders and soldiers to apply the
principles of doctrine to each scenario. One of LRSU greatest strengths is its high-quality
personnel. Almost all the LRSU leadership positions require Ranger qualifications, and
most units maintain a volunteer status. LRSU rely on the individual soldier, his
intelligence, flexibility, ingenuity, and ability to react in accordance with intent.

Force XXI units must be strategically mobile. Forces must be lighter, able to reach
deeper and be survivable. LRSU are light already. They have a very austere structure and
have learned to improvise to maintain themselves. The RMA will provide the
communications section of LRSU with smaller, lighter weight equipment even as that
equipment markedly increases in effectiveness. LRS teams can deploy early and quickly
and operate for extended periods. Intelligence is of such supreme importance in FORCE
XXI operations that LRSU must be able to get to the area of operations fast and produce
superior results.

Joint, multinational, and interagency connectivity requires each service contribute
its unique capabilities to the execution of "full-dimensional operations throughout the
depth, height, width, and time of the particular battlespace."67 As already noted, a
particular and unique strength of LRSU gathered intelligence is little need for sanitation
prior to dissemination. This characteristic makes LRSU gathered intelligence particularly

valuable to FORCE XXI operations. The information it gathers can be released almost
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immediately to friendly forces whoever they may be. Proposed LRSU communications
systems would be self contained and light, allowing deployment in a number of ways. For
instance, LRSU communications systems could easily be loaded on-board a ship to support
naval littoral operations.

Versatility in War and OOTW is an important characteristic of FORCE XXI
operations. This characteristic requires the full integration of reserve forces, as "the Nation
cannot afford to maintain an army of armies."%® Additionally, each unit must be able to
adapt quickly to any area of the conflict spectrum. This requires a standard doctrine, a
flexible organization, and superior personnel to execute. LRSU and their predecessors
have proven the ability to operate effectively in different environments. The challenge now
is to be able to adapt quickly between environments.

The final characteristics of FORCE XXI operations are tailorability and modularity.
These characteristics dictate that organizations must become flatter and less hierarchical.
TRADOC Pamphlet 525-68, Concept for Modularity describes these as key elements of
force flexibility that "enables support that is expandable, contractible, and able to
interconnect diversified functions and capabilities operating in the same area."6® Strategic
lift is limited and units must be able to quiCkly reorganize themselves to meet exacting
needsT Units must have just enough capability to accomplish the mission and no more.
Current LRSU organizations do not provide for tailorability and modularity, although the
LRSD organization is a good start. LRSU are allocated to divisions and corps with no
ability to combine or collaborate because of differences in communications equipment,
SOPs, and a lack of doctrine to guide this effort. This is the major shortfall for LRSU to
support FORCE XXI operations but can be corrected by designing a LRS organization
using TRADOC PAM 525-68 as a guide.

TRADOC PAM 525-68 provides two approaches to designing units to achieve
tailorability and modularity: Modular Designed Elements (MDE) and Functional Emulative

Increments (FEI). Each design calls for the unit to be self contained and readily
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deployable. The MDE design is similar to support units already in the force structure; for
example, a bath and shower unit. The only difference is that under the MDE concept, the
unit must have permanently assigned support elements so it can operate independently from
its parent unit. The FEI, however, hold more promise for LRSU. A FEI unit is like a
"piece of a pie" in that it "provides a reflection of the organization as a whole" without the
whole ever requiring deployment.’® A FEI would contain all the essential functions that
reqilire it to operate independently for a specified time. The parent unit would contain
several of these FEI, all exactly alike in form and function. Under this concept, the FEI
can deploy separate from the parent unit without loss of effectiveness. It can also connect
with other FEI regardless of the parent unit. With only minor modifications, a LRSD could
become a FEL. Additionally, there would need to be a headquarters with the responsibility
to integrate LRSU FEI

LRSU already emulate many of the characteristics needed to support FORCE XXI
operations; strategic mobility, and the versatility to function in War and OOTW, and in
part, doctrinal flexibility. Joint, multinational, and interagency connectivity could be
provided, in large part, by the acquisition of new communications equipment. Currently
LRSU can not fully support doctrinal flexibility and do not have the characteristics of
tailorability and modularity. Doctrinal flexibility has already been recognized as a critical
need by the writers of FM 7-93, but a new LRS organization is needed to make this
possible. Tailorability and modularity can also be achieved with the reorganization of
LRSU. The new LRS organization must also provide for standardization of
communications equipment, SOPs, integration of reserve components and tailorability and

modularity in the form of FEL

LRSU for FORCE XXI

Previous sections of this paper have explained why LRSC and LRSD can not

combine and operate effectively while gathering intelligence. These reasons centered on the
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lack of suitable doctrine, problems with communications equipment, different unit SOPs
and an organizational structure that does not provide flexibility. They also prevent LRSU
from effectively supporting FORCE XXI operations. This section examines previously
proposed solutions and explains why they are insufficient. It will also propose a battalion-
level structure that will be able to integrate and coordinate the battlefield functions of all
LRSU and meet the criteria for FORCE XXI operations.

Major James Marks, School of Advanced Military Studies graduate in 1990,
correctly identified part of the problem but suggested an incomplete solution. He
postulated that a division, assigned the task of a Joint Task Force (JTF), had insufficient
LRS assets to adequately perform intelligence gathering.”! He concluded that the LRSC in
a contingency corps was largely a wasted asset in such a scenario and all but six of the 18
LRS teams at corps should be reassigned to divisions. Unfortunately this logic only "robs
Peter to pay Paul.” If in the next scenario the contingency corps is tasked as the JTF
headquarters, it will have a shortfall in LRS HUMINT collection ability.”2 Therefore, this
solution does not fit the requirements for flexibility (specifically modularity and
tailorability) to support FORCE XXI operations.

In 1987 Master Sergeant James England, USA (Ret.), a Vietnam era LRRP team
leader, wrote about his battlefield experiences and suggested a new organization for LRSU.
MSG England explained in great detail the success of LRRPs in Vietnam, not only in
performing reconnaissance missions, but as combat units fighting the enemy. He also
correctly identified the need for a higher-level organization to "coordinate doctrine and
employment."”3 He wrote that in Vietnam there were no "higher headquarters that could
review methods and doctrine, evaluate, and direct changes." Based on his experiences,
MSG England recommended a battalion and regimental organization to perform these
functions. MSG England also saw LRSU with different missions than they have today.
He envisioned LRSU as hybrid Ranger/SOF units, assigned to the Special Operations

Command, that would actively seek combat with enemy forces. In fact, the Ranger
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Regiment and Special Forces units have the capability and responsibility to conduct these
missions. Expanding the LRSU capability in this manner risks alienating them from the
conventional force they are designed to support. LRSU do not need a regimental
headquarters to achieve the desired flexibility and capabilities needed to support FORCE
XXI operations. The establishment of a regimental headquarters would require additional
personnel authorizations that would probably reduce the total number of LRS teams
available. Standardization of equipment and communications SOPs does not require a
regimental headquarters. Finally, a regimental headquarters would have no wartime
function and only add a bureaucratic layer to the employment of LRS teams. By
comparison, a battalion headquarters requires fewer personnel. It could still standardize
equipment and communications SOPs, and it would have an important wartime operations
function directly aiding LRSU employment. MSG England also commented that LRRP
commanders provided some continuity but, "unfortunately, too often they were lieutenants
or captains, with too little experience, to effect changes when their teams were being
misused."74 Essentially, the same is true of today's LRSU organizations.

LRSD and LRSC are commanded by company grade officers often with limited
professional experience and practically no experience or training in LRS doctrine and
employment. This is also true for LRSU NCOs (less than 20% ever attend the LRSLC).
The Joint Readiness Training Center identified this lack of institutional training as a major
deficiency to LRSU readiness as early as 1990.7> While division and Military Intelligence
battalion commanders may believe their LRSU are combat ready, experience proves
otherwise. An integrated, consolidated LRS battalion-level organization would ensure
standardized training and better utilization of resources for all LRS teams in the command.
For the reasons cited above, a battalion-level organization consolidating all LRSU at corps
level would optimize their capabilities.

In order to provide a basis for the reorganization for LRSU into battalion-level

structures, it is necessary to detail the current structure of detachments and companies.
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There are currently five LRSD and four LRSC in the active component. The 2d Infantry
Division, 10th Mountain Division (L), 25th Infantry Division (L), 82d Airborne Division,
and the 101st Air Assault Division each have a LRSD. I Corps, III Corps, V Corps, and
the XVIII Corps all have LRSCs. These units together comprise a total of 98 LRS teams.
(The U.S. Army decided not to provide personnel for the heavy division LRSDs in 1995.)
The National Guard also has LRSU. In the reserve component there are currently seven |
LRSD and three LRSC, all assigned to divisions or active component corps.”¢ It is not
known at this time which reserve units will remain after the drawdown, current plans call
for at least five divisions.”” This will add 30 LRS teams to the structure. The resulting
total of 128 LRS teams will be used in the proposed reorganization of LRSU. The new
structure can have no more personnel (preferably less) than are currently authorized. There
must be a marked increase in LRSU capability as a result of the reorganization. The
reserve components must also be integrated into the new structure. Finally, it must satisfy
all of the characteristics of FORCE XXI operations. The new organization must be capable
of providing support to the entire force in a flexible manner.

At the heart of this proposed organization is the LRS battalion. (See Figure 1, page
40) The LRS battalion would be a small, highly deployable unit that contains the essential
characteristics needed for FORCE XXI operations. Tailorability, modularity, and doctrinal
flexibility would be gained by LRS battalions containing LRSC (FEI) that are identical in
composition and capability. In addition to meeting all the criteria of supporting FORCE
XXI operations, the LRS battalions would still maintain all the inherent capabilities of
LRSU, and would solve the problems associated with the current doctrine. The LRS
battalions will insure uniformity of training and unit SOPs. The communications
» equipment provided by the RMA, as already detailed, would enable multiple
communications nodes capable of controlling a wide number of LRS teams. The battalion
headquarters would coordinate these functions during peacetime and act as a coordinating

cell for LRS operations wherever needed during operations much the same as a Special
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Operations Coordination and Control Element does now for SOF. The battalion
headquarters could serve in this capacity whether attached to a JT F, a corps, a division or
even a brigade. The battalion headquarters element would contain a minimum of
administrative and logistics capabilities needed to support the LRSC during peacetime
training.

In this reorganization a LRS battalion would be assigned to each corps. Itis
important to remember that under the FORCE XXI concept, an FEI, even though a part of
a higher level organization, must be independent in its capability to perform its designed
mission. LRS battalions would have this capability. The FEI would be a modified LRSD
(here after referred to as LRSC) with two additional medics and an intelligence NCO. Each
LRSC would be capable of functioning independently. If a division is assigned the
mission to serve as a JTF, any number of LRSC could be attached to support the force. If
needed, the entire LRS battalion could be attached. If more LRS teams are needed, one or
more LRSC from another battalion could be attached to the JTF, or even another LRS
battalion. If a corps was assigned the mission as a JTF, one or more LRS battalions could
be attached, again depending on mission requirements. This flexibility would also carry
over to on-going operations once teams are deployed.

The new LRS battalion would have organic to it three LRSC of eight teams each.
This number of LRSC is limited only by the current number of teams in the force structure.
The battalion could control as many as seven LRSC. It would serve the vital function of
providing doctrinal and tactics, techniques, and procedure expertise to the supported
commander. The battalion could accept additional LRSC in attachment from other
battalions, or from the reserves, to provide the force necessary for a particular operation.
The personnel composition of the teams would be unchanged from the current TO&E.78
Company headquarters would also remain the same as currently authorized in the LRSD
except with the three additions already noted. The communications section would be cut

from 13 to six personnel when advanced communications gear is procured. The
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headquarters personnel in the current LRSC would be used to provide personnel for the
LRS battalion headquarters. Proposed is an LRS battalion for each corps in the force
structure (assume I, ITI, V, and XVIII corps will remain active). Each corps would have
an assigned LRS battalion. (See Figure 2, page 41) It is important to remember that each
battalion, or LRSC, would be available for attachment to other LRSU as part of the FEI
concept of FORCE XXI operations.

The LRS battalions, with standardized communications equipment and SOPs, could
cross attach LRSC or even teams during ongoing operations. LRS teams would be
deployed with the initial phase of operations. As the shape of the battlefield changes, the
LRS teams could be cross attached while deployed to cover any specified area of interest.
The deployed teams could immediately be sent new intelligence requirements based on the
needs of the commander in whose area they are now operating. Without ever having to
move, deployed LRS team could achieve the same results as if the old team had been
extracted and a new team deployed. The only disadvantage to this mode of employment is
that team members would have to understand the doctrine and enjoy a high degree of
confidence in the higher headquarters. This can be accomplished with training and the
establishment of a higher organization in peacetime that consistently practices this doctrine.
Under the current doctrine and organization this degree of flexibility is impossible.

The doctrinal proponent, the Infantry Center (specifically the RTB) would insure
uniformity of training and SOPs across LRS battalions. Doctrine would specify this
coordination as a necessary precondition to LRSU employment. LRSC would then be
capable of cross attachment between battalions as needed by the mission. These
capabilities insure modularity and tailorability, before deployment and while conducting
missions.

To support FORCE XXI operations, reorganization of LRSU in the force structure
is an absolute necessity. Then JTF commanders, whether at brigade, division, or corps,

would have a LRS organization that could be tailored to meet their exact need in any

37




situation. This is accomplished by standardizing the LRSC into FEI, providing
standardized communications equipment made possible by the RMA, standardizing unit
SOPs, providing applicable doctrine, and creating battalion-level headquarters capable of
training the unit in its mission. Under the current doctrine and organization this is not
possible and without it LRSU will continue to be fragmented and incapable of supporting

FORCE XXI operations.

Conclusion

The LRS concept has many shortcomings in its current state. These problems
include inflexible operating doctrine and an organization structure that prevents LRSU from
coalescing effectively while gathering intelligence. FM 7-93 Long-Range Surveillance Unit
Operations is the capstone manual. Originally written in 1987, heavily influenced by
Special Forces doctrine, it was rewritten in 1992. The manual was approved for
publication in 1993, but is still awaiting funds for publication. The proponent, the Infantry
Center, places little emphasis on LRSU. The rewrite of the manual attempts to change
doctrine to promote cooperation between LRSU, but without a change in organization and
communications equipment it is unlikely the units will realize their full potential.

The history of LRS lies in the 6th Ranger Battalion, and the Alamo Scouts of World
War II, the ranger companies of the Korean War and most significantly in the LRRPs of
the Vietnam War. These units were plagued by the dislike the conventional force had for
elite units, rapid demobilization, and the failure to understand the doctrinal need for such
units. The Army, having accepted the need for units that perform special battlefield
functions, must make the best use of them.

In order for LRSU to achieve full potential in intelligence gathering, separate
detachments and companies need to be combined into a standard organization that promotes

flexible employment. Doctrine needs to change concurrently to provide commanders with a
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framework that standardizes operating procedures. The most important changes need to
occur in the area of C4.

A significant benefit of the proposed reorganized LRSU force structure, would be
to standardize, procure, and promote the development of C4 equipment. LRSU do not
now have standard C4 equipment. Equipment now in use is highly susceptible to enemy
interception and jamming. The RMA has already produced equipment (or projected in the
near future) that can provide LRS teams and the controlling headquarters almost
instantaneous two way communications. These systems are nearly impossible to intercept
or jam, and allow maximum use of the high frequency radio wave spectrum.

The LRS concept is poised for a significant advance with Force XXI and the RMA.
The Force XXI vision can revitalize the LRS concept. The RMA can open areas only
dreamed of by LRSU proponents in previous years. Together Force XXI and the RMA
provide the impetus for the LRS concept to achieve its full potential for gathering
HUMINT.

By reorganizing separate LRSC and LRSD into battalions, LRSU can maintain all
their inherent capabilities and achieve an unprecedented advance in capability. This new
capability, combined with high-technology systems such as UAVs and JSTARS may
produce a near-seamless intelligence gathering capability. LRSU are not a panacea in
isolation, just as advanced intelligence gathering systems are not. All these systems have
strengths and weaknesses. Only through combinations that capitalize on complementary
capabilities, can maximized effects be realized. LRSU have the potential to provide an

indispensable part of the intelligence system that is needed to make FORCE XXI a reality.
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Figure 1: FORCE XXI LRS Battalion
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64. MAJ David McBride, CPT (P) Orndorf, and myself concluded this needed to be a
critical feature of the rewrite in the spring of 1992.
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